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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Amendment 

1 . The amendment filed on March 09, 2004 has been entered and considered by 
examiner. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which fomns the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not Identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
Invention was made to a person having ordinary skill In the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the Invention was made. 

2. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any Inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant Is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and Invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later Invention was made In order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

3. Claims 1 , 7-9, and 1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Jouppi (U.S. Patent No. 56,549,215) In view of Kreitman et al (U.S. 
Patent No. 5,956,00). 
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As to claim 1 , Jouppi discloses a video display system as recited in claim 1 with 
exception of describing the use of an image transformer. Jouppi teaches a first video 
source means (e.g., camera 104 or projector 540) mounted relative to the display 
medium (84 or 522) for displaying a first portion of the image (234) at a first resolution 
(\ov^ resolution), a second video source (e.g., camera 106 or projector 542) mounted 
relative to the first video source (104 or 540) and the display medium (84 or 522) for 
displaying a second portion of the image(232) at a second resolution (high resolution). 
Jouppi teaches the second portion (232) including a subset of the first portion (234) and 
the second portion (232) overlaying the first portion (234). Jouppi teaches means for 
moving the position of the second portion (232 which represents a conferee leaving the 
meeting with respect to the first portion (234 which represents a meeting room including 
walls 124, 126). Kreitman teaches transformation unit (26) transfonning the data to 
compensate for the misalignment of the basic projector units (24). This reads on the 
claimed limitation "image transformer" as recited in the claim. Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the invention was made to have used 
the image transformer as taught by Krietman to the projector of Jouppi so as to avoid 
misalign between to image projected by projectors; see column 1, lines 33-45 and 
column 2, lines 3-30 of Kreitman. 

As to claims 8-9 and 1 1 , these claims differ from claim 1 only in that claim 1 is 
apparatus whereas claims 8-9 and 1 1 are method. Thus, method claims 8-9 and 1 1 are 
analyzed as previously discussed with respect to apparatus claim 1 above. 
Independent claims 8 and 1 1 are even broader than claim 1 since claims 8 and 1 1 do 
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not recite limitation "moving" as recited in claim 1 . Further, claim 1 1 does not recite the 
limitation "overlaying". 

As to claim 7, Kreitman clearly teaches a homogeneous transform; see column 7; 
lines 1-6. 

4. Claims 2-6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Jouppi in view of Greitman as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Washino 
et al (U.S. Patent 5,625.410). 

As to claims 2-6, note the discussion of Jouppi and Greitman above, Jouppi and 
Greitman do not mention a video steerer as recited in claims 2-3 including pan and tilt 
motion as recited in claims 5-6. In the same field of endeavor (i.e. projectors). Washino 
teaches cameras having functions of pan, tilt ; see column 5, lines 8-1 1 and column 7, 
line 50 through column 8, line 47. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the invention was made to have used the video steerer as 
taught by Washino to the cameras video projecting image as taught by Jouppi as 
modified by Kreitman so that the image projected the display screen can be adjusted by 
the operator via the projectors. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

5. Claims 10 and 12 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base 
claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including alt of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 
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Response to Arguments 

6. Applicant's arguments filed March 09, 2004 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 

Regarding claim 1 , applicant argues that high resolution image (232) is not 
movable with respect to medium resolution image (236). Examiner disagrees with 
applicant this point of view because (1 ) Jouppi teaches that "a first portion of an image 
is displayed on a display at a first scale. At least one second portion of the image is 
displayed on the display... The at least one second image portion is displayed at a 
second scale higher than the first scale"_(see column 1 , lines 46-52), (2) Jouppi 
teaches the video images captured from cameras are not only a stand still video image, 
they could be motion video image or mobile (e.g., conferee leaving the meeting by 
walking in telepresence captured by camera (see column 5Jines 28-42) and (3) the 
higher resolution image and lower resolution Image mention above can be displayed as 
a single image (see column 7, lines 7-60 and column 8, lines 21-30). Thus, it is clear that 
Jouppi teaches the second portion of the image mobile with respect to the first portion of 
the image. 

Applicant further argues that "thus an image portion may contain video of a 
subject moving, but it is the subject that is moving within the image portion, not the 
image portion itself that is movable with respect to another image portion". Examiner 
disagree with applicant since the image conferee leaving the meeting is movable with 
respect to the meeting room such as a wall of the meeting room. 
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On page 7, applicant argues that "Kreitman does not teach an image 
transfonnerfor aligning a portion of an image that in is moving over another of the 
image" and " the image transformer in Kreitman is used once prior to the display of the 
image to account for any misalignment in the set-up of the projectors" while "applicant's 
image transformer is used to make sure, as the second portion of the image moves with 
respect to the first portion of the image, that the second portion of the image is properly 
aligned with respect to the first portion of the image. However, these limitations are not 
recited in the claims. The claims (e.g., claimi) simply require "an image transfomner 
generating an input to the second video source means such that the second video 
source displays the second portion aligned with the first portion ". The claim does not 
require "the second portion of the image moving with respect to the first portion" in the 
claimed limitation "image transfomrier'* nor the moved second portion aligned with 
respect with the first portion" as applicant's argument 

Applicant argues that the definition of an image transfomner (a generic term) and 
the homogenenous transformation employed therein necessary comes from the 
specification. Examiner disagrees with applicant this point of view because if the 
functions of the term are not defined in the claims in light the specification, then it can 
be interpreted as broad as possible without the description of the specification. 
Applicant further argues that an image transformer as taught by Kreitman is not capable 
of the functionality as described by the applicant. However, the functionality of the 
image transformer of the invention recited in dependent claims 10 and 12 and are 
objected to as being dependent upon a rejected bas claim, but would be allowable if 
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rewritten in independent fomn including all the limitations of the base claim and any 
intervening claims. 

Regarding claim 7, applicant argues that the use of homogeneous transforms in 
Kreitman is different than the use of homogeneous transforms in applicant's invention 
as recited in claim 7. However, the use of homogeneous transfomns in Kreitman is 
different from the use of homogeneous transforms in applicant's invention, but the claim 
so broad that it reads on homogeneous transforms of Kreitman. Claim 7 simply 
requires 'the image transformer comprises a homogeneous transform". Nowhere in the 
claim 7 recites "compensate an image from a video source with a continuously changing 
configuration" as applicant arguments. 

As to claims 2-6, in response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion 
to combine the references, the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be 
established by combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the 
claimed invention where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so 
found either in the references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one 
of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071 . 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 
1988)and In re Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, 
the motivation is from the reference of Washino (see column 6, lines 41-47 of Washino), 
not from applicant 's disclose device. 
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Any inquiry cx)ncerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Chanh Nguyen whose telephone number is (703) 308- 
6603. 

Any response to this action should be mailed to: 

Commissioner of Patents and Trademarks 
Washington, D.C. 20231 
or faxed to: 

(703) 872-9306 

Hand-delivered responses should be brought to Crystal Park II, 2121 
Crystal Drive, Arlington, VA, Sixth Floor (Receptionist) 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the Technology Center 2600 Customer Service Office 
whose telephone number is (703) 306-0377. 



C. Nguyen 
May 16, 2004 




